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REMARKS 

At the outset, applicants would like to thank Examiner 
Hines for her time and consideration of the present application 
at the interview of August 3, 2004, with the undersigned 
attorney. At the interview, the issues raised in the outstanding 
Official Action were discussed. 

In the outstanding Official Action, claims 51 and 62 
were rejected under 3 5 USC §112, first paragraph, as allegedly 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

/In imposing the rejection, the Official Action alleged 
that claims 51 and 62, reciting a bacterium lacking "UDP-GlcNAc 
acyltransf erase" activity was not supported by the present 
disclosure. However, applicants believe that claims 51 and 62 
are supported by the present disclosure. For example, the 
Examiner's attention is respectfully directed to page 3, lines 3- 
10 in the present specification, wherein a reference to '^an 
acyltransf erase capable of adding the 0-linked 3 -OH lauroyl chain 
to UDP-N-acetylglucosamine" is provided. While an assay to 
detect UDP-GlcNAc acyltransf erase activity is not mentioned, in 
the specification, a description of the assay can be found in the 
reference provided on page 3, line 10. Thus, in view of the 
above, applicants believe that claims 51 and 62 are supported by 
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the present disclosure. Applicants believe the present amendment 
obviates this rejection. 

The Official Action states that claims 57 and 68 are 
drawn to a method for producing an immunogenic composition 
comprising a culture step in incorporating the bacterium or part 
thereof, as an active component in the said composition. 
However, in imposing the rejection, the Official Action alleges 
that the written description only supports the incorporation of a 
whole bacterium and further alleges that the written description 
is not commensurate in scope with the claims drawn to 
incorporating "a part thereof", as an active component in said 
composition. In the interest of advancing prosecution, the 
claims have been amended so that this term is no longer recited. 
As a result, applicants request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 57-59 and 68-70 were rejected under 35 USC §112, 
second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Moreover, the Official 
Action alleged that claims 57-59 and 68-70 omitted essential 
steps. Applicants believe that the present amendment obviates 
this rejection. 

Applicants believe that claims 57-59 and 68-70 have 
been amended in a manner so that they are now commensurate with 
the preamble of each claim. Moreover, the claims have been 
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amended to recite positive and active steps. As a result, 
applicants believe that the claims are definite to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

In view of the present amendment and the foregoing 
remarks, therefore, applicants believe that the present 
application is in condition for allowance. Allowance and passage 
to issue on that basis are respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 

Respectfully submitted, 
YOUNG & THOMPSON 




Philip iPubois, Reg. No. 50,696 
745 South 23'''^ Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 
(703) 979-4709 

PD/mjr 

August 4, 2004 
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